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ABSTRACT

This report is a Supplement to the May 25, 2010 Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Monroe Connector/Bypass. The proposed action is the construction of a controlled-access toll facility
extending from US 74 near 1-485 in Mecklenburg County to US 74 between the towns of Wingate and
Marshville in Union County, a distance of approximately 20 miles.

On May 3, 2012 the United State Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit in North Carolina Wildlife
Federation, Clean Air Carolina; Yadkin Riverkeeper v. North Carolina Department of Transportation and
Federal Highway Administration, No. 11-2210, held that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
and the North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) had not complied with the provisions
of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by failing to disclose critical assumptions underlying
their decision to build the proposed project and by providing the public with incorrect information.
Specifically, in addressing public comments on the project as to whether the data set used as the
project’s no-build scenario for the indirect and cumulative analysis contained the project, the agencies
responded “TAZ socioeconomic forecasts for the No Build Scenario did not include the Monroe
Connector. [The Mecklenburg Union County Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO) confirmed
our assumption regarding the reasonableness of the 2030 TAZ forecasts for use as a No Build basis.”
The second sentence accurately reflects the agencies’ final conclusion, but the first sentence is not
correct. Travel time to employment, one of eight land development factors for Union County used to
project no-build growth estimates for the year 2030, presumed the presence of the proposed Monroe
Connector/Bypass. As a result, the data relied upon to reflect the no build scenario included a build
assumption. In response to the court’s decision FHWA rescinded the Record of Decision (ROD) for this
project on July 3, 2012. NCDOT and FHWA then re-initiated the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) process which has led to the development of this Draft Supplemental Final Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS).

This Draft Supplemental Final EIS (DSEIS) addresses current environmental conditions and focuses on
any changes that have occurred with regards to the project (note: there have been no changes in the
proposed action), the alternatives analysis, the affected environment and impacts, and any new issues
or information identified since the Final EIS was published. This DSEIS also documents the assumptions
and methods underlying the modeling for the quantitative indirect and cumulative effects analysis at
issue in the prior litigation, documents the actions taken to test the propriety of using the data set
provided by MUMPO, and explains how and why the agencies determined the no-build and build
models for the indirect and cumulative effects analysis are reasonable and enable a meaningful
comparison of the environmental impacts associate with the build and no-build scenarios.

Requests for project documentation may be directed to the NCDOT at the contact below.

North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT)
Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE

1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Email: monroe@ncdot.org

Phone: 919-707-6025
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P. PREFACE P‘

This Preface lists the lead agencies and their contact information, provides background on the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), explains how the Draft Supplemental Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) will be used, and
describes the organization of this document. A brief history of the project is included, along with an update on
activities since the Final EIS.

P.1 LEAD AGENCIES, COOPERATING AGENCIES, AND
PARTICIPATING AGENCIES

The lead agencies for this project are the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the
North Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT). In the Draft EIS, the North Carolina
Turnpike Authority (NCTA) also was listed as a lead agency. On July 27, 2009, Session Law
2009-343 was signed, transferring the functions and funds of the NCTA to the NCDOT, and the
NCTA became a division of NCDOT. Historical references to NCTA in previous documents now
refer to NCDOT.

The following individuals may be contacted for additional information concerning this Draft
Supplemental Final EIS. Comments and questions may also be sent to the project’s email
address: monroe@ncdot.gov.

Federal Highway Administration

Mr. John F. Sullivan, 111, PE
Federal Highway Administration
310 New Bern Avenue, Suite 410
Raleigh, NC 27601

Telephone: (919) 856-4346

North Carolina Department of Transportation

Ms. Jennifer Harris, PE

Project Development and Environmental Analysis
1548 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1548

Telephone: (919) 707-6025
The US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is a cooperating agency. The following agencies are
participating agencies:

¢ US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)

e US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)

e NC Department of Environment and Natural Resources Division of Water Quality
(NCDENR-DWQ)

e NC Wildlife Resources Commission (NCWRC)

NOVEMBER 2013 MONROE CONNECTOR/BYPASS
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e NC Department of Cultural Resources State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO)

e Charlotte Regional Transportation Planning Organization (CRTPO), formerly
Mecklenburg-Union Metropolitan Planning Organization (MUMPO)!

The cooperating and participating agencies are identified in the Monroe Connector/Bypass
Section 6002 Coordination Plan (NCTA, October 2007), prepared in accordance with Section
6002 of the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act — A Legacy for Users
(SAFETEA-LU). The Section 6002 Coordination Plan, included in Appendix A-5 of the Draft
EIS, describes agency roles and public and agency participation in the planning process.

On July 6, 2012, President Obama signed into law the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act (MAP-21), which creates a streamlined, performance-based, and multimodal
program to address the many challenges facing the US transportation system (FHWA Web site:
http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/imap21/summaryinfo.cfm). Several MAP-21 provisions target the
environmental review process, including providing for earlier coordination, creating greater
linkage between the planning and environmental review processes, using a programmatic
approach where possible, and consolidating environmental documents. Section 139(g(1)(A)) of
MAP-21 retains provisions for preparing coordination plans.

P.2 HOW THIS DOCUMENT WILL BE USED

On May 3, 2012 the United State Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit in North Carolina
Wildlife Federation, Clean Air Carolina; Yadkin Riverkeeper v. North Carolina Department of
Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, 677 F.3d 596 (4th Cir., 2012), held that
the FHWA and the NCDOT had not complied with the provisions of NEPA by failing to disclose
critical assumptions underlying their decision to build the proposed project and by providing the
public with incorrect information. Specifically, in addressing public comments on the project as
to whether the data set used as the project’s no-build scenario for the indirect and cumulative
analysis contained the project, the agencies responded “TAZ [Traffic Analysis Zone]
socioeconomic forecasts for the No Build Scenario did not include the Monroe

Connector. MUMPO confirmed our assumption regarding the reasonableness of the 2030 TAZ
forecasts for use as a No Build basis.” The second sentence accurately reflects the agencies’ final
conclusion, but the first sentence is not correct. Travel time to employment, one of eight land
development factors for Union County used to project no-build growth estimates for the year
2030, presumed the presence of the proposed Monroe Connector/Bypass. As a result, the data
relied upon to reflect the no build scenario included a build assumption. In response to the
court’s decision FHWA rescinded the Record of Decision (ROD) for this project on July 3,

2012. NCDOT and FHWA then re-initiated the NEPA process which has led to the development
of this Draft Supplemental Final EIS.

In response to the opinion of the US Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, this Draft
Supplemental Final EIS and supporting technical documentation specifically disclose and
evaluate the critical assumptions of the no-build data used in the analysis. In short, the agencies
contacted the individual who designed the model used to generate the data set used as the

! MUMPO’s governing body approved a new planning area boundary on July 17, 2013. The expansion of the
planning area was made necessary by the growth of the Charlotte urbanized area. MUMPO has changed its
name to Charlotte Regional Transportation Planning Organization (CRTPO), to better reflect its expanded
planning area.
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baseline for the indirect and cumulative effects analysis of the project and requested he rerun
the model without the project. He was able to do so and the new results showed very little
difference in travel times between a road network with the project and without. The rerun
model showed no difference in population projections based on the revised travel times.

There was little difference in travel times with and without the project in the road network,
because the model’s travel time measured the time to travel from population centers to the
nearest employment center, not for example, travel time from one end of the project area to the
other.2 Although the agencies had argued before the Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit that
they anticipated the project’s inclusion in the travel-time factor minimally impacted the no-build
scenario, their explanations were discounted, because the agencies had failed to provide them
during the NEPA process. Furthermore, the agencies’ explanations were based on estimations,
not an actual rerunning of the model at issue. The agencies’ basis for determining MUMPO’s
data set reasonably represents the no build scenario is thus based on new and more detailed
analysis than the agencies presented in the prior litigation. This document also contains a more
detailed explanation regarding the flawed 2035 no-build projections originally included in the
Final EIS. Those projections are traffic forecasts, which are based on modeling separate from
that at issue in determining whether MUMPQO’s data better represented a build or no build
scenario. The error with those projections was not the result of mistakenly including the project
in the no-build scenario as discussed in further detail in Section 2.5.2 of the Draft Supplemental
Final EIS. A summary of all the resources reevaluated in this document is provided in Table P-
1 at the end of this section. The steps taken to revisit modeling are discussed in detail in the
revised quantitative indirect and cumulative effects analysis prepared in conjunction with this
Draft Supplemental Final EIS.

In addition, this Draft Supplemental Final EIS addresses current environmental conditions and
focuses on any changes that have occurred with regards to the project (note: there have been no
changes in the proposed action), the alternatives analysis, the affected environment and impacts,
and any new issues or information identified since the Final EIS was published. Field reviews,
additional environmental studies, and coordination with environmental resource and regulatory
agencies and the public have been undertaken, the results of which are reported in this
document.

The FHWA intends to use this Draft Supplemental Final EIS, together with public and agency
input and comments received on this document, as the basis for a Combined Final Supplemental
Final EIS/ Record of Decision (SFEIS/ROD), which will be the final document prepared under the
NEPA process. Section 1319(b) of MAP-21 directs the lead agency, to the maximum extent
practicable, to expeditiously develop a single document that consists of a Final EIS and ROD,
unless certain conditions exist. This provision is applicable to all FHWA projects for which a
Final EIS is issued on or after October 1, 2012. The SFEIS/ROD will identify the Selected
Alternative corridor and present the basis for the decision. It should be noted that the
SFEIS/ROD will identify a corridor, not a specific design. The functional design for the Preferred
Alternative presented in this document may change during final design activities occurring after
the SFEIS/ROD, provided the modifications are within the Selected Alternative corridor.

? Different modeling was used to estimate travel times for purposes of traffic forecasting. Traffic forecasting is
associated with the project’s need and purpose and alternatives analysis and is discussed in further detail in
Sections 1 and 3 of this document.
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The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended, requires federal agencies to
consider the potential environmental consequences of their proposals, document their analyses,
and make this information available to the public for comment prior to project or program
implementation (FHWA Web site: http://environment.thwa.dot.gov/projdev/index.asp). FHWA
and NCDOT are making this document available for a period of at least 30 days from the
publication of the notice of availability in the Federal Register to provide resource agencies and
the public an opportunity for review.

The FHWA NEPA process for transportation projects fosters project decisions that balance
engineering and transportation needs with social, economic, and natural environmental factors.
During the process, a wide range of partners (including the public, businesses, interest groups,
and agencies at all levels of government) provides input into project and environmental decisions
(FHWA Web site: http://environment.thwa.dot.gov/projdev/pd3tdm.asp).

P.3 ORGANIZATION OF THIS DOCUMENT

This Draft Supplemental Final EIS follows the guidelines for format and content described in
FHWA'’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A, Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental
and Section 4(f) Documents (FHWA Web site:
http://fenvironment.fhwa.dot.gov/projdev/impTA6640.asp). This approach avoids repetition of
material from the Draft EIS and Final EIS by incorporating these documents by reference, and
instead allows the focus of the Supplemental Final EIS to be on important changes that have
occurred since the Final EIS, comments received on the Final EIS and responses to those
comments, and new information that has been considered.

As described in the Technical Advisory, “the supplemental EIS should provide sufficient
information to briefly describe the proposed action, the reason(s) why a supplement is being
prepared, and the status of the previous draft or final EIS. The supplemental EIS needs to
address only those changes or new information that are the basis for preparing the supplement
and were not addressed in the previous EIS. Reference to and summarizing the previous EIS is
preferable to repeating unchanged, but still valid, portions of the original document.” The Draft
EIS and Final EIS, incorporated by reference, are available for download on the NCDOT Web
site (www.ncdot.gov/projects/monroeconnector/) and are included on a CD with all hard copies of
this Draft Supplemental Final EIS.

This Draft Supplemental Final EIS is divided into ten sections, as described briefly below:
e Section P is this Preface.

e Section PC lists the special project commitments that NCDOT has agreed to implement
for the Preferred Alternative.

e Section 1 explains the proposed action, the purpose of the project, and the need for the
project. Updates to supporting information since the Final EIS was published are
described, including new Census data, updated land use plans, and recent improvements
along existing US 74. Data and information that have not changed since the Final EIS
are summarized, and in these instances, the reader is referred to the Final EIS for
additional details. The purpose and need for the project have not changed.

e Section 2 summarizes the alternatives considered for the project. It discusses the
development and screening of alternatives, including alternatives eliminated from
detailed study and the reasons for elimination. It also describes the Detailed Study
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Alternatives (DSA), the Recommended Alternative identified in the Draft EIS, the
Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIS, and additional consideration of
alternatives after the Final EIS. The Preferred Alternative identified in the Final EIS is
still the Preferred Alternative.

o Section 3 describes the Preferred Alternative and the reasons it was selected. This
section also describes additional design work, other studies conducted for the Preferred
Alternative, and updates to impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative that have
been developed since the Final EIS was prepared.

e Section 4 describes the existing conditions and projected impacts of the DSAs on the
human, physical, cultural, and natural environments. The existing conditions for a
resource are described, followed by projected impacts of the Preferred Alternative, an
explanation of how the other DSAs may or may not be affected by any changes since the
Final EIS, and discussion, where appropriate, on how these changes would or would not
affect the decision on the Preferred Alternative.

e Section 5 details continued coordination efforts with the public, as well as federal, state,
and local agencies, since the Final EIS was issued for public review. All comments and
responses are included in Appendix A.

e Sections 6, 7, and 8 provide lists of the following: the preparers of the Draft
Supplemental Final EIS; agencies, organizations, and persons sent a copy of the Draft
Supplemental Final EIS; and the references and supporting documentation used in the
preparation of the Draft Supplemental Final EIS. Section 8 also includes a list of
acronyms used in this Draft Supplemental Final EIS.

The Draft Supplemental Final EIS also includes appendices that are referenced throughout the
document. The Draft Supplemental Final EIS, including figures and appendices, is available for
download on the NCDOT Web site (www.ncdot.gov/projects/monroeconnector/). The supporting
documentation listed in Section 8 is comprised of technical memoranda and reports
incorporated by reference into this Draft Supplemental Final EIS. This reference material is
available for review upon request and also available on the NCDOT Web site.

Note that throughout the Draft Supplemental Final EIS, references to sections, tables, figures,
and appendices included in this document are in bold text, while references to these elements
from the Draft EIS, Final EIS, and other documents are not in bold text.

P.4 HISTORY OF PROJECT

NCDOT previously studied two projects in this area — the Monroe Bypass (North Carolina State
Transportation Improvement Program [STIP] Project R-2559) and the Monroe Connector (STIP
Project R-3329). They are now being advanced by NCDOT as a single project, which was the
subject of the Draft EIS (March 2009), Final EIS (May 2010), and now this Draft Supplemental
Final EIS. Previous studies are summarized below.

P.4.1 PREVIOUS STUDIES OF MONROE BYPASS

The Monroe Bypass project was the first of the two projects studied by NCDOT. The western
terminus of this project was US 74 near Rocky River Road (Secondary Road [SR] 1514). From
there, the project extended east around the north side of Monroe, and connected to US 74
between the towns of Wingate and Marshville.

NOVEMBER 2013 MONROE CONNECTOR/BYPASS

DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL FINAL EIS

P-5



PREFACE IENNE=""______Section P |

NCDOT completed the original planning and environmental process for the Monroe Bypass in
1997. The process included an Environmental Assessment (EA) issued on March 14, 1996, and a
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) issued on June 20, 1997. The process resulted in the
selection of a Preferred Alternative. Figure P-1 shows the previous Monroe Bypass Detailed
Study Alternatives (DSAs) and the Preferred Alternative that was identified in the 1997 FONSI.

For right-of-way acquisition and construction purposes, the Monroe Bypass project was divided
into three sections (Figure P-1):

e Section A from US 74 near Rocky River Road (SR 1514) east to US 601
e Section B from US 601 to just east of Walkup Avenue (SR 1751)

e Section C from just east of Walkup Avenue and connecting with US 74 west of Marshville

In May 1997, a Public Hearing was held to present final designs for Sections B and C. It was
determined that Section A would be replaced by NCDOT’s Monroe Connector project; therefore,
Section A was temporarily suspended at that time while feasibility studies for the Monroe
Connector were initiated by NCDOT. In 2000 and 2001, right of way was purchased for Sections
B and C. However, during the environmental permitting process (prior to construction), issues
arose regarding the federally-endangered Carolina heelsplitter mussel, and construction was
postponed.

P.4.2 PREVIOUS STUDIES OF MONROE CONNECTOR

NCDOT began the planning process for the Monroe Connector in 1999. As the name suggests,
the Monroe Connector was intended to “connect” the Monroe Bypass (Sections B and C) from

US 601 west to 1-485. Figure P-2 shows the Preliminary Study Corridors and DSAs for
NCDOT’s Monroe Connector project. A Draft EIS for the Monroe Connector was issued on
October 17, 2003, and released for review and comment by the public and environmental
resource and regulatory agencies in November 2003. However, a Public Hearing was not held
following completion of the Draft EIS. FHWA elected to suspend the process in order to consider
the project in relation to issues associated with the Monroe Bypass.

The 2003 Draft EIS for the Monroe Connector was rescinded on January 30, 2006, by notice in
the Federal Register (Vol. 71, No. 19, page 4958). The notice stated: “Based on the comments
received from various Federal and state agencies and the public and a recent decision to change
the eastern terminus of the project from US 601 to the proposed Monroe Bypass, the FHWA and
NCDOT have agreed not to prepare a Final EIS for the proposed US 74 improvements from I-485
to US 601. FHWA, NCDOT, and the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) plan to prepare
a new Draft EIS for the proposed project. A notice of intent to prepare the EIS will be issued
subsequent to this rescinding notice. The new Draft EIS will include a toll alternative among the
full range of alternatives that will be analyzed as well as a change in the location of the eastern
terminus.”

P.4.3 MONROE BYPASS AND MONROE CONNECTOR COMBINED

In February 2005, at the request of the MUMPO, NCTA adopted the Monroe Connector as a
candidate toll facility. At that time, the 2005-2011 STIP included funding for construction of
Sections B and C of the Monroe Bypass and NCDOT was moving forward with the Monroe
Bypass as a separate project. However, due to the age of the original EA/FONSI for the Monroe
Bypass (approximately 10 years), FHWA required a reevaluation of the document prior to the
start of any construction. All sections of the Monroe Bypass (A, B, and C) needed to be
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considered in the reevaluation because they provide the logical endpoints for the project,
enabling it to function as a stand-alone bypass.

During the course of the reevaluation, it was discovered that the MUMPO 2030 Long Range
Transportation Plan (LRTP) did not include Section A of the Monroe Bypass; it included the
Monroe Connector instead. A project must be in the LRTP in order for it to receive FHWA
approval and funding. As originally envisioned, the Monroe Connector was meant to function as
a replacement for Section A of the Monroe Bypass. Without the Monroe Bypass Sections B and
C, the Monroe Connector did not have a logical eastern terminus. Likewise, without Section A
(or the Monroe Connector serving as a replacement for Section A), Sections B and C of the
Monroe Bypass did not have a logical western terminus and could not serve as a stand-alone
bypass. FHWA and NCDOT elected to discontinue the reevaluation process to consider
combining the Monroe Bypass and Monroe Connector projects into a single viable project with
logical termini.

On September 20, 2006, MUMPO adopted a resolution recommending that the Monroe Bypass
and Monroe Connector be combined into a single environmental study under the administration
of NCTA. On January 19, 2007, FHWA issued a Notice of Intent (NOI) in the Federal Register
announcing its intention to prepare a Draft EIS for the combined Monroe Connector/Bypass
project (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 12, pages 2582 to 2583).

P.4.4 AcTIVvIiTIES BETWEEN THE DRAFT EIS AND FINAL EIS

The Monroe Connector/Bypass Administrative Action Draft Environmental Impact Statement
was signed on March 31, 2009 and made available for public and agency review on April 2, 2009
on NCTA’s Web site. Copies of the document were distributed to public review locations and
agencies on April 17, 2009. The public comment period for the Draft EIS ended on June 15,
2009.

Public and Agency Coordination. Four Pre-Hearing Open Houses, two of which were
followed by Combined Corridor Design Public Hearings, were held in May 2009. Comment
sheets were made available at all Pre-Hearing Open Houses and Public Hearings and on the
project Web site.

The NCTA/NCDOT conducted regularly scheduled agency coordination meetings throughout the
project development process. These Turnpike Environmental Agency Coordination (TEAC)
meetings were held to review the status of current NCTA projects, to discuss and agree upon
study methodologies, and to discuss and resolve environmental concerns and adherence to
permitting requirements. TEAC meetings held since the Draft EIS included discussions on the
selection of the Preferred Alternative for the Monroe Connector/Bypass project.

Additional information on coordination efforts with the public, as well as federal, state, and local
agencies, between the Draft EIS and Final EIS is included in Section 3 of the Final EIS.

Updates and Refinements to the Preferred Alternative. Refinements were made to the
functional design of the Preferred Alternative prior to the Final EIS based on input received from
state and federal agencies and the public. Refinements included changes to interchange
configurations and further consideration of potential service road locations (Monroe
Connector/Bypass Service Road Study, PBS&J, April 2010). These are summarized in Sections
3.3.1 and 3.3.2 of this document and described in detail in Section 2.3 of the Final EIS. Cost
estimates also were updated for the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS Section 2.3.4.
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Additional Studies of the Preferred Alternative in the Final EIS. Additional studies
prepared for the Preferred Alternative and presented in the Final EIS included updated traffic
forecasts, an updated traffic noise study, an updated hazardous materials evaluation, an
additional archaeological assessment, an assessment of critical habitat and preparation of a
Biological Assessment for federally protected species, a review of potential on-site mitigation for
jurisdictional resources impacts, and a quantitative indirect and cumulative effects analysis,
which includes a water quality analysis. These additional studies are summarized below.

e Updated Traffic Forecasts. After publication of the Draft EIS, a re-evaluation of traffic
volumes and operations was prepared based on the refined functional design of the
Preferred Alternative’s interchanges with the US 74 Frontage Road, Unionville-Indian
Trail Road, and Austin Chaney Road (SR 1758). Detailed information is presented in the
Final Addendum to Year 2035 Build Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum
(PBS&dJ, February 2010) and summarized in Section 2.3.5 of the Final EIS and Section
3.3.5 of this Draft Supplemental Final EIS.

e Traffic Noise Study Addendum. A noise study was prepared for all DSAs as part of the
Draft EIS, and documented in the Final Traffic Noise Technical Memorandum for
Administrative Action Environmental Impact Statement (PBS&J, March 2009). Between
the Draft EIS and the Final EIS, design modifications were made to the Preferred
Alternative, and projected traffic volumes were updated. Therefore, an updated noise
study for the Preferred Alternative was prepared, as documented in the Addendum
Traffic Noise Technical Memorandum (PBS&J, January 2010). Results of the updated
study are presented in Section 2.5.2.1 of the Final EIS.

e Hazardous Materials Study Update. An updated hazardous materials evaluation was
prepared for the Preferred Alternative to investigate potentially contaminated parcels in
the project corridor. The results were reported in a memorandum from the NCDOT
Geotechnical Engineering Unit dated December 11, 2009, and are presented in Section
2.5.2.6 of the Final EIS.

e Archaeological Assessment. An additional intensive archaeological assessment was

prepared for the Preferred Alternative to identify archaeological resources that may be
impacted. The Final Archaeological Inventory and Evaluation for the US 74 Monroe
Connector (New South Associates, March 2010) examined archaeological resources
within the 11.4-mile Monroe Connector portion of the project, between 1-485 and US 601.
In total, the Area of Potential Effects (APE) encompassed 696 acres. (Note: An updated
archaeological evaluation for the Monroe Bypass portion of the project was not required
since archaeological resources have not changed since the completion of prior studies.) A
total of 1,034 shovel tests and eight test units were excavated for the evaluation. The
results of the updated archaeological assessment are presented in Section 2.5.3.2 of the
Final EIS.

e Biological Assessment. A Biological Assessment was prepared to evaluate endangered
species that may be impacted by the Preferred Alternative: Biological Assessment for the
Monroe Connector-Bypass Project (R-3329/R-2559) (The Catena Group, May 2010).
Results are presented in Section 2.5.4.5 of the Final EIS. The Biological Assessment
addressed the following endangered plant species: Michaux’s Sumac (Rhus michauxit),
Schweinitz’s Sunflower (Helianthus schweinitzii), and Smooth Coneflower (Echinacea
laevigata).
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The Biological Assessment also addressed freshwater mussels, in particular the federally
endangered Carolina heelsplitter (Lasmigona decorate). A Freshwater Mussel Survey
Report (The Catena Group, June 2009) identified existing populations of freshwater
mussels within the project study area and is also discussed in Section 2.5.4.5 of the Final
EIS.

e Mitigation. A conceptual mitigation plan for impacts to jurisdictional resources (e.g.
wetlands, streams, and ponds) was prepared for the Preferred Alternative. Review for
Potential On-Site Mitigation (ESI, January 2010), summarized in Section 2.5.4.4 of the
Final EIS, documents potential on-site mitigation opportunities within the project study
area that may assist in meeting compensatory mitigation requirements of the project.

e Quantitative Indirect and Cumulative Effects Study. A quantitative indirect and
cumulative effects study was prepared for the Preferred Alternative to expand on the
qualitative analysis previously prepared for the project. The Indirect and Cumulative
Effects Quantitative Analysis (Michael Baker Engineering, April 2010) examined
potential indirect and cumulative effects with respect to land use changes in more detail
for the Preferred Alternative, particularly for the Goose Creek Watershed area (critical
habitat for the endangered Carolina heelsplitter). The analysis is summarized in
Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS.

In addition, a water quality modeling analysis was prepared to determine if induced land
use change resulting from the project would affect water quality within the project study
area. The results of this analysis are presented in the Monroe Connector/Bypass (STIP
R-3329/R-2559) Indirect and Cumulative Effects Water Quality Analysis (PBS&dJ, April
2010) and summarized in Section 2.5.5 of the Final EIS.

P.4.5 ACTIVITIES SINCE THE FINAL EIS

Following publication of the Final EIS in May 2010, the Preferred Alternative (Alternative D)
was selected for implementation, as documented in the Record of Decision (ROD) (August 2010)
for the project. The Selected Alternative is a controlled-access toll facility on approximately

20 miles of new location.

After the August 2010 ROD was published, the Southern Environmental Law Center (SELC), on
behalf of Clean Air Carolina, NC Wildlife Federation, and Yadkin Riverkeeper, brought suit
against the FHWA and NCDOT regarding the project’s environmental documentation, alleging
that the study did not comply with the requirements of NEPA. FHWA and NCDOT prevailed in
a federal District Court decision issued on October 24, 2011. SELC then filed an appeal to the
4th US Circuit Court of Appeals, and a three-judge panel of the court overturned the lower
court’s decision on May 3, 2012, ruling that “the Agencies failed to take the required “hard look”
at environmental consequences” and remanded the case “so that the Agencies and the public can
fully (and publicly) evaluate the ‘no-build’ data.” On June 15, 2012, NCDOT filed a petition for
rehearing, seeking a review by the full circuit court of the legal analysis arising out of technical
data/facts that NCDOT believes the higher court panel misunderstood. This petition for
rehearing was denied on June 29, 2012, and the ROD was subsequently rescinded by FHWA on
July 3, 2012.

The following updated studies and coordination have occurred since the publication of the Final
EIS in May 2010, and are summarized in this document.

o US 74 Corridor Analysis Scenarios (HNTB, December 2010, finalized in October 2013
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with no substantive changes)

o Union County Growth Factors Technical Report (Michael Baker Engineering, September
2012, finalized November 2013)

o Memo to File — Review of US 74 Corridor Study (Stantec Consulting Services, Inc., July
2007) (NCDOT, October 2012)

e  Monroe Connector/Bypass Forecasts and Modeling (Michael Baker Engineering, October
2012)

o Summary of Alternatives Analysis Process (Atkins, October 2012)
e  Updated Census Tables for Monroe Connector/Bypass (Atkins, October 2012)
o Freshwater Mussel Survey Report Update (Catena Group, October 2012)

e Surveys for Schweinitz’s sunflower, Michaux’s sumac, and Georgia Aster at Monroe
Bypass (Atkins, October 2012)

e US 74 Corridor Travel Time Comparison (HNTB, October 2013)

e  Crash Data for US 74 from 1-485 to Forest Hills School Road for April 1, 2020 through
March 31, 2013 (NCDOT Traffic Safety Unit, June 2013)

e Indirect and Cumulative Effects Quantitative Analysis Update (Michael Baker
Engineering, Inc., November 2013)

e Traffic Noise Analysis Update (Atkins, November 2013)
e  Monroe Connector/Bypass Traffic Forecast Summary (HNTB, November 2013)

o  Technical Report on Direct, Indirect, and Cumulative Impacts to Federally Listed Species
(Michael Baker Engineering, Draft October 2013).

e Biological Assessment (The Catena Group, Draft October 2013)

e Additional public involvement and agency coordination:
o Two community workshops held in June 2012
o Small group meetings with regional and local agencies and elected officials
o Coordination meetings with environmental resource and regulatory agencies

o Re-initiation of Section 7 informal consultation with USFWS (NCDOT and
FHWA are currently working with USFWS to reach concurrence on the biological
conclusions presented in the new Biological Assessment. USFWS consultation
will be complete prior to issuance of the Combined Final Supplemental Final

EIS/ROD.)

Table P-1 presents a summary of changes in the affected environment or impacts since the
Final EIS was published.
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TABLE P-1: Summary of Evaluation of Changes Since the Final EIS

Environmental Resource/lssue

Change in Affected Environment or Impacts

Purpose and
Need for Action

Proposed Action
(Section 1.1)

No change. Review of current underlying transportation conditions and
public comments received indicates that original purpose and need
remains valid.

Project Setting and
History
(Section 1.2)

No change.

Social and Economic
Conditions (Section
1.2.2)

Yes. Updated 2010 census data now available and included in
Appendix D. This new data does not change any conclusions or findings.

Transportation and
Land Use Plans
(Section 1.2.3)

Yes. Several land use plans have been updated. Monroe
Connector/Bypass continues to be consistent with all updated plans.

Roadway Conditions
and Operations
(Section 1.2.4)

Yes. Updated travel time analysis and updated crash data. The updated
information does not change the purpose and need for the project.

Alternatives Considered

(Section 2)

Yes. Additional review confirms that the alternatives development
process used for the project was appropriate.

Preferred Alternative

(Section 3)

Yes. Minor updates to impacts of Preferred Alternative based on updated
information since the Final EIS, but DSA D remains the Preferred
Alternative after consideration of new and updated information and
public and agency comments documented in this Draft Supplemental Final
EIS. Updated cost estimates provided in Section 3.3.4.

Socioeconomic Characteristics

(Section 4.1.1)

Yes. Updated 2010 census data now available and included in

Appendix D. This new data identified trends similar to what was
presented in the Final EIS (based on 2000 Census data) and did not change
any conclusions or findings.

Neighborhoods No change.

(Section 4.1.2)

Community Churches Yes. One additional church was identified in the project corridor — Sardis
Resources Baptist Church. The church and its property would not be impacted.

(Section 4.1.2)

Schools and Colleges

No change.

Parks and
Recreational Facilities

No change.

Land Use and Transportation Plans

(Section 4.1.3)

Yes. Several land use plans have been updated. Monroe
Connector/Bypass continues to be consistent with all updated plans.

Right of Way Acquisition & Relocations

(Section 4.1.4)

No change in number of acquisitions and relocations reported in Final EIS.
Some right-of-way acquisition has been initiated for hardship situations.

Environmental Justice

(Section 4.1.5)

Yes. Updated 2010 census data available. However, the conclusion
remains that there would be no disproportionately high and adverse
impact on minority or low-income populations.

Traffic Noise
(Section 4.2.1)

Yes. FHWA's updated noise standard (23 CFR Part 772) and NCDOT's
updated Traffic Noise Abatement Policy were considered. The Traffic
Noise Analysis Update recommends more noise barriers than previously
recommended (5 vs. 3). This is due to an increase in the number of
predicted impacts as a result of changes in the way reasonableness is
determined.

Air Quality
(Section 4.2.2)

NAAQS & Existing
Conditions

Yes. There have been some changes to the standards listed for lead,
nitrogen dioxide, ozone, and sulfur dioxide. None of these changes affect
the analysis of air quality for the project.

Transportation
Conformity

Yes. There have been three amendments to the MUMPQ’s 2035 Long
Range Transportation Plan and the latest conformity determination is May
29, 2013. The proposed project remains in a conforming plan.
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TABLE P-1: Summary of Evaluation of Changes Since the Final EIS

Environmental Resource/lssue

Change in Affected Environment or Impacts

Air Quality Mobile Source Air
(cont’d) Toxics (MSAT)
(Section 4.2.2)

No change. FHWA issued new MSAT Guidance on December 6, 2012
(Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA). The
Guidance states “All MSAT analysis beginning on or after December 20,
2012 should use the MOVES model. Any MSAT analysis initiated prior to
that date may continue to operate under the previous guidance and utilize
MOBILE6.2.”

The qualitative MSAT analysis for the project was completed in 2009 and
need not be updated.

Greenhouse Gases
and Climate Change

No change.

Farmland
(Section 4.2.3)

No change.

Utilities and Infrastructure
(Section 4.2.4)

Yes. Since the Final EIS was published, Union County completed a
Comprehensive Water and Wastewater Master Plan (Black & Veatch,
December 2011). This additional water and sewer information does not
change the findings of the Draft EIS or Final EIS.

(Section 4.3.1)

Visual Resources No change.
(Section 4.2.5)
Hazardous Materials No change.
(Section 4.2.6)
Floodplains and Floodways No change.
(Section 4.2.7)
Historic Architectural Resources No change.

Archaeological Resources
(Section 4.3.2)

No change. An intensive ground penetrating radar survey was conducted
at the Hasty-Fowler-Secrest Cemetery in May 2012, as documented in the
Ground Penetrating Radar Survey at the Hasty-Fowler-Secrest Cemetery
(New South Associates, April 2013). According to the survey, there is no
indication of possible burials outside the area with extant markers.

Section 4(f) Resources
(Section 4.3.3)

No change.

Section 6(f) Resources
(Section 4.3.3)

No change.

Soils and Mineral Resources
(Section 4.4.1)

No change. The Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) published
updated soil surveys for Union County and Mecklenburg County on July
26, 2012 and July 6, 2012, respectively. Updated soil surveys were
reviewed, but they do not include changes to any soils located within the
DSA corridors.

Water Resources
(Section 4.4.2)

Yes. There have been updates to the Section 303(d)-listed streams in the
project area. Stewarts Creek within the project study area is now listed on
the 2012 Final North Carolina 303(d) List. In addition, there have been
updates to the permitted flow for two of the NPDES permits that
discharge into streams that run through the project study area.

These updates do not change any impacts to water resources as
presented in the Final EIS.

Natural Communities and Wildlife
(Section 4.4.3)

Yes. Existing natural communities acreages were updated to reflect the
conversion of 3.9 acres within the project corridor from hardwood forest
to urban/disturbed due to construction activity since the Final EIS. This
change does not result in any increase in impacts to natural communities
as reported in the Final EIS.

Water Resources in Federal Jurisdiction
(Section 4.4.4)

No change.
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TABLE P-1: Summary of Evaluation of Changes Since the Final EIS

Environmental Resource/lIssue Change in Affected Environment or Impacts
Federally Protected Species No change. New surveys were conducted in 2012 for Carolina heelsplitter,
(Section 4.4.5) Schweintiz’s sunflower, and Michaux’s sumac. No new specimens or

populations were found. Biological conclusions are presented in a new
Biological Assessment (October 2013) and remain as presented in the
Final EIS:

e Carolina heelsplitter — May Affect/Not Likely to Adversely Affect

e Critical habitat for Carolina heelsplitter — May Affect/Not Likely to

Adversely Affect

e Michaux’s sumac — No Effect

e Smooth coneflower — No Effect

e Schweinitz’s sunflower — May Affect/Not Likely to Adversely Affect
NCDOT and FHWA are currently working with USFWS to reach
concurrence on the biological conclusions presented in the new Biological
Assessment. USFWS consultation will be complete prior to issuance of the
Combined Final Supplemental Final EIS/ROD.
Land Use Change Yes. There have been updates to local land use plans and census data
(Section 4.5) since the Final EIS, which have been incorporated into an updated ICE
analysis. Also, evaluation confirmed the reasonableness of NCDOT’s
assumption that the MUMPO TAZ forecasts best represent a future No-
Build Scenario.
An update of the No-Build and Build Scenarios in the Quantitative ICE
based on additional information from the 2010 Census, consideration of
additional development activity, updated socioeconomic forecasts, and
updated area plans resulted in projected land use changes (i.e., additional
development) in less than two percent of the total study area acreage
compared to the results of the original Quantitative ICE.
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PC. SPECIAL PROJECT COMMITMENTS P |

This “GREEN SHEET” identifies the special project commitments made to avoid, minimize, or mitigate project impacts
beyond those required to comply with applicable federal and state requirements and regulations.

During the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process, commitments are made to avoid,
minimize, or mitigate project impacts. Commitments result from consideration of public
comment or through the requirements of, or agreements with, environmental resource and
regulatory agencies.

In addition to compliance with applicable federal and state requirements and regulations, such
as Section 404 Individual Permit Conditions and State Consistency Conditions; North Carolina
Department of Transportation (NCDOT) Guidelines for Best Management Practices for the
Protection of Surface Waters; General Certification Conditions and Section 401 Conditions of
Certification, and the Endangered Species Act, Table PC-1 lists special project commitments
that have been agreed to by the NCDOT.

TABLE PC-1: Special Project Commitments

Item Resource FmaI.EIS Project Commitment Project Stage
Section
Y NCTA will coordinate with Mecklenburg County Final Design through
1 Resources 2.5.1.2 | and Union County schools to share information Construction
to minimize impacts to school bus routes. Management

A Design Noise Study will be prepared to update
2 Noise 2.5.2.1 | the noise analysis based upon the most recent Final Design
traffic forecasts and the final design.
NCTA will coordinate with the NCDOT Rail
Utilities and Division and CSX during final design for the
3 2.5.2.4 | project’s eastern terminus at US 74, which would Final Design
Infrastructure . . .
affect the east-west rail mainline through Union
County.

4 Visual 2525 NCTA is committed to incorporating community

. . . . Final Design
Resources input into the aesthetic design process. &

When the final proposed alignment is established
and right-of-way limits are determined, a
hazardous materials site assessment will be . .
Hazardous . . Final Design and ROW
5 ) 2.5.2.6 | performed to determine levels of contamination L

Materials . . . Acquisition

at any potential hazardous materials sites. The
assessment will be made prior to right-of-way

acquisition.

The cemetery delineation plan for the Hasty-
Fowler-Secrest Cemetery (Site 31UN351) as well
as any plan detailing removal of the burials will
be submitted and approved by the State Historic
Archaeological 2532 Preservation Office prior to any ground-
Resources 7" | disturbing activities in areas suspected to contain
marked or unmarked graves. All possible burials
identified in the survey will be treated as
potential human graves and treated
appropriately under North Carolina burial
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TABLE PC-1. Special Project Commitments

Item

Resource

Final EIS
Section

Project Commitment

Project Stage

removal laws.

Water
Resources

2.5.4.2

If any construction staging, storage, refueling,
borrow pit or spoil areas are chosen within the
Goose Creek or Sixmile Creek watersheds, the
NCTA will coordinate with the NCDOT Division
Environmental Officer and USFWS and the
contractor to develop BMPs for each site to
avoid/minimize the potential for adverse effects.

Construction
Management

Water
Resources

2.5.4.2

NCTA will follow NCDOT’s Design Standards in
Sensitive Watersheds for implementing erosion
and sediment control BMPs along the entire
project.

Construction
Management

Water
Resources

2.5.4.2

Seeding will be required within 14 calendar days
of completing construction activities in an area.

Construction
Management

10

Water
Resources

2.5.4.2

Final designs will incorporate hazardous spill
basins along the project corridor within the
designated hazardous spill basin area associated
with Lake Twitty. These basins will be designed in
accordance with NCDOT’s Best Management
Practices for Protection of Surface Waters,
Guidelines for the Location and Design of
Hazardous Spill Basins, and Guidelines for
Drainage Studies and Hydraulic Design.

Final Design

11

Water
Resources

2.5.4.2

A turbidity water quality testing program for the
main stem of Stewarts Creek will be implemented
to evaluate the performance of BMPs. Testing
will be completed upstream and downstream of
the construction area, as well as before, during,
and after storm events.

Construction
Management

12

Protected
Species

2543

NCTA will manage two known populations of
Schweinitz’s sunflower (EO#77 and EO#230) on
site in accordance with NCDOT’s Roadside
Vegetation Management Guidelines in Marked
Areas.

Construction
Management

13

Protected
Species

Supp.
Final
EIS
445

NCDOT and FHWA will coordinate with USFWS to
monitor the status of the potential listing of
Georgia Aster (Symphyotrichum georgianum) and
Savannabh Lilliput (Toxolasma pullus) throughout
construction.

Construction
Management

14

Air Quality

333

Dust suppression measures will be implemented
to reduce dust generated by construction when
the control of dust is necessary for the protection
of motorists and residents.

Construction
Management
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1. PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

This section describes the proposed action, the purpose of the project, and the need for the project. Updates to
supporting information since the Final EIS was published are described, including new Census data, updated land use
plans, and recent improvements along existing US 74. The reader is referred to the Final EIS for additional data and
information that have not changed since the Final EIS.

The purpose and need statement for the project was originally developed in 2007 and documented in the “Final
Statement of Purpose and Need for the Monroe Connector/Bypass” (PBS&J, February 2008), the Draft EIS (March
2009), and the Final EIS (May 2010). Although supporting information has been updated, the purpose and need for the
project remains unchanged.

In conclusion, based upon a review of new information and public and agency comments received to date, the purpose
and need for the project remains unchanged.

1.1 PROPOSED ACTION

As stated in the Final EIS Section 1.1.1, the NCDOT?, in cooperation with the FHWA, proposes
to construct a project known as the Monroe Connector/Bypass, which would be a controlled-
access toll road extending from US 74 near 1-485 in Mecklenburg County to US 74 between the
towns of Wingate and Marshville in Union County, a distance of approximately 20 miles.
Figure 1-1 shows the project study area.

The proposed project begins and ends on existing US 74 in order to provide continuity for the
US 74 corridor. On the western end, the project would begin at I-485, another controlled-access
facility. On the eastern end, the proposed project would terminate on US 74 between the towns
of Wingate and Marshville. This is where existing and projected traffic volumes decrease and
the study area transitions to a more rural character.

The project is included in the Charlotte Regional Transportation Planning Organization’s
(CRTPO) 2035 Long-Range Transportation Plan (LRTP) and its Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP). The Project is included in the NCDOT 2012-2020 State TIP (STIP) as Project
R-3329 (Monroe Connector) and Project R-2559 (Monroe Bypass) as a toll facility. Previously,
the Final EIS reported that project was in the NCDOT 2009-2015 STIP. Similar to previous
state and local TIPs and the conclusion in the Final EIS, current fiscally constrained planning
documents do not have sufficient funds available from traditional sources in the foreseeable
future to construct all priority projects in the state.

1.1.1 EVALUATION OF NEED FOR PROPOSED ACTION

FHWA and NCDOT have re-evaluated the primary needs for the proposed action and
determined that those needs have not changed since the Draft EIS and Final EIS.

US 74 is the major east-west route connecting the Charlotte region, a major population center
and freight distribution point, to the North Carolina coast and the port at Wilmington (North
Carolina’s largest port). In addition, US 74 is the primary transportation connection between
Union County, the fastest growing county in North Carolina between 2000 and 2010, and

' On July 27, 2009, NCTA became a division of NCDOT (NC Session Law 2009-343). Where applicable, references to NCDOT as a separate
agency have been removed.
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Mecklenburg County/City of Charlotte, the economic hub of the region. Although Union County
is the fastest growing county in the State, it is the only county adjacent to Mecklenburg County
that does not have a high-speed interstate-type facility connecting it to Mecklenburg County.

US 74 also serves as an important commercial corridor for Union County residents and
businesses, with many retail, commercial, and employment centers having direct access to/from
US 74. In Union County, most employment is concentrated in the City of Monroe or along
existing US 74.

Because of its statewide and regional importance, NCDOT designated the US 74 corridor as a
Strategic Highway Corridor (SHC) and it is also designated as part of the North Carolina
Intrastate System. Consistent with local planning documents, these state designations call for
this corridor to serve high-speed regional travel. The SHC designation specifically calls for a
freeway. The North Carolina Intrastate System designation calls for a multi-lane facility with
access control and grade separations (if warranted by traffic volumes).

Finally, the US 74 corridor is designated as part of the National Highway System Strategic
Highway Network (STRAHNET), which includes roads that provide defense access, continuity,
and emergency capabilities for movements of military personnel and equipment.

Since the Final EIS, the existing roadway corridor has been reevaluated and the factors
supporting the needs for the proposed action have been updated. These are summarized below,
with more details provided in Section 1.2.4.

Existing and Projected Roadway Capacity Deficiencies. Currently, US 74 in the
project study area is a four- to six-lane arterial roadway with speed limits that range from

35 miles per hour (mph) to 55 mph along the corridor. As shown in Table 1-1, the weighted
average posted speed limit is 49 mph. There is limited control of access along the facility;
meaning there are numerous driveway access points, turning points and intersections, including
27 at-grade signalized intersections. Thus, traffic signals and the lack of access control cause
delay and congestion during typical week day peak travel times.

TABLE 1-1: Speed Limits on Existing US 74

Speed Approximate
Limit US 74 Segment from West to East Segment Length
(mph) (miles)

55 1-485 to Fowler Secrest Road (SR 1754) 8.2

45 Fowler Secrest Road to US 601 (Pageland Highway) 5.5

55 US 601 (Pageland Highway) to east of Presson Road 3.0

45 East of Presson Road to Wingate City Limit 0.2

35 Wingate City Limit to Old Highway 74 (SR 1740) 14

45 Old Highway 74 (SR 1740) to Olde Country Lane 0.7

55 Olde Country Lane to 0.3 mile west of Marshville Town Limit 1.5

45 0.3 miles west of Marshville Town Limit to Marshville Town Limit 0.3

35 Within Marshville Town Limit 2.5

49 Weighted average speed limit* 23.3

Source: Existing and Year 2030 No-Build Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum (PBS&J, March 2008).
*Weighted average speed limit = sum of individual segment lengths x speed limits divided by total length
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In the Final EIS, traffic simulation software was used to estimate that average speeds on
existing US 74 through the project area range from 20 to 30 mph during peak hours, and were
expected to decline to 20 mph by 2030 (Final EIS Section 1.1.2).

Since 2007, NCDOT implemented several measures to improve traffic flow along existing US 74
and partially mitigate congestion (listed in Table 2-2), as recommended in the July 2007 US 74
Corridor Study (Stantec). However, there is still congestion along the corridor during a typical
day. As described in greater detail in Section 1.2.4, current real time travel information
available from INRIX, Inc., which was validated through travel time field surveys, shows that
average travel speeds during peak hours are still lower than posted speed limits.

Based on midweek traffic volumes for all of 2011 and 2012 and August 2013, the average peak
period travel speed through the corridor ranges from 37 mph to 41 mph in the westbound
direction, and 42 mph to 45 mph in the eastbound direction. These average speeds compared to
the corridor weighted average posted speed limit of 49 mph show that congestion exists along
US 74 today, and it will only get worse because traffic volumes are expected to increase in the
future due to projected growth in Union County.

In summary, real-time travel flow information demonstrates that US 74 currently experiences
congestion during peak periods of the day, and the corridor does not currently operate as a high-
speed facility (average speed of 50 mph or greater), nor will it in the future without substantial
improvements.

1.1.2 PURPOSE OF PROPOSED ACTION

Based on NCDOT’s review of changes and updates to project information, the purpose of the
proposed action has not changed since the Draft EIS and Final EIS. The purpose of the project is
to improve mobility and capacity within the project study area by providing a facility for the

US 74 corridor from near 1-485 in Mecklenburg County to between the towns of Wingate and
Marshville in Union County that allows for high-speed regional travel consistent with the
designations of the North Carolina SHC program and the North Carolina Intrastate System,
while maintaining access to properties along existing US 74.

1.2 PROJECT SETTING AND HISTORY

The project setting, the existing road network, and public and agency involvement in the
development of the purpose and need are discussed in more detail in Section 1.4 of the Draft EIS.
Changes and updates to these sections are noted in the summary below.

Project Setting. There are no changes to the project setting described in the Draft EIS and
referenced in the Final EIS. The majority of the project study area is within Union County, with
a portion adjacent to (and northwest of) I-485 within Mecklenburg County. Portions of the
project study area are within the jurisdictions of the Towns of Mint Hill, Matthews, Stallings,
Hemby Bridge, Indian Trail, Wingate, and Marshville; the Village of Lake Park; and the City of
Monroe.

Public and Agency Involvement in Development of the Purpose and Need. There
are no updates to the history of public and agency involvement presented in the Draft EIS. A
formal scoping letter was distributed on January 5, 2007 to solicit early coordination and input
(Appendix A-3 of the Draft EIS). Purpose and need also was discussed at five coordination
meetings with environmental resource and regulatory agencies in 2007. Public comment was
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solicited at the first series of Citizens Informational Workshops, held in June 2007. A majority of
the citizens providing written comments supported the use of tolls and the purpose of the project.

1.2.1 TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS

The project’s designation in various national and statewide networks and its relationship to
other transportation modes are discussed in more detail in Section 1.5 of the Draft EIS. There
are no changes or updates to these sections since the Final EIS.

1.2.2 SocIAL AND EcoONOMIC CONDITIONS

Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS discusses population and employment, commuting patterns, and
growth and development patterns. This information from the Draft EIS is summarized in
Section 1.1.6 of the Final EIS. Since that time, 2010 Census data has become available. It is
presented in Appendix D and summarized below.

Regional Context. There are no changes to the regional context since the Final EIS, with the
exception of an expansion of the MUMPO planning area. The project study area is part of the
MUMPO planning area, which at the time of the Final EIS included all of Mecklenburg County
and the western and central portions of Union County. MUMPO’s governing body approved a
new planning area boundary on July 17, 2013 due to growth of the Charlotte urbanized area.
The new MUMPO planning boundary extends to include most of Iredell County. As of
September 2013, MUMPO is now known as the Charlotte Regional Transportation Planning
Organization (CRTPO). The Charlotte-Mecklenburg County region is the commercial capital of
the Carolinas, and Charlotte is the largest city in North Carolina.

Population and Employment. Since the Final EIS, 2010 Census data became available,
and the same trends that occurred from 1990 to 2000 continue from 2000 to 2010. As discussed
in Section 1.3.1.1 of the Final EIS, the population of the Demographic Study Area (33 Union
County and 6 Mecklenburg County Census Block Groups surrounding the project study area)
grew 49.0 percent between 1990 and 2000. Based on 2010 Census data, the Demographic Study
Area grew another 49.3 percent between 2000 and 2010. Union County as a whole grew

46.9 percent from 1990 to 2000, and 62.8 percent from 2000 to 2010. Union County had the
highest percentage of growth among all North Carolina counties from 2000 to 2010. The
population and employment of both Mecklenburg and Union Counties are expected to increase
through the year 2030. Additional information on socioeconomic characteristics of the project
study area is provided in Section 4.1.1. Growth trends are discussed in more detail in

Section 1.6 of the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Quantitative Analysis Update (Michael Baker
Engineering, Inc., November 2013). Union County has exhibited strong growth in the past, and
the factors driving those trends are poised to continue attracting growth to Union County
regardless of whether the Monroe Connector/Bypass is constructed.

Commuting Patterns. Based on 2006 data reported in the Draft EIS and Final EIS,

61 percent of Union County’s residents commuted to outside Union County for work. Since the
Final EIS, updated information is available regarding place of work. Based on commuting data
from the US Census Bureau for 2006-2010, approximately 50 percent of workers living in Union
County commute outside of Union County for work. Of the workers that commute outside of
Union County, approximately 85 percent commute to Mecklenburg County.

According to the 2007-2011 American Community Survey (ACS) five-year estimates, over
87 percent of Union County workers (that work outside the home) drive alone to work.
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Approximately ten percent travel to work in a carpool (mostly 2-person carpools), and only
around one percent use public transportation, bicycle, or walk to work. In addition,
approximately 46 percent of workers residing in Union County travel 30 or more minutes to
work.

Growth and Development Patterns. There are no substantial changes to regional growth
and development patterns since the Final EIS. According to the CRTPO 2035 LRTP, the
southern and eastern portions of Mecklenburg County, which is the area along the Union County
line, is expected to be one of the most rapidly growing areas in the region.

1.2.3 TRANSPORTATION AND LAND USE PLANS

As discussed in Section 1.7 of the Draft EIS, the transportation needs and goals of the
Mecklenburg-Union County region relating to roadways are addressed in three inter-related
plans: the NCDOT 2009-2015 STIP, the CRTPO 2030 LRTP, and the Mecklenburg-Union
Thoroughfare Plan. The proposed action is included in each of these plans in a manner that is
consistent with the SHC and the North Carolina Intrastate System visions for the facility and
corridor. Each of these plans has been updated, or is currently being updated, as described
below.

Between the Draft EIS and Final EIS, the CRTPO 2030 LRTP was updated to 2035. The
Monroe Connector/Bypass project is included in the CRTPO 2035 LRTP as a regionally
significant project and is ranked as the CRTPO’s number one project. The project is designated
as a toll facility in the 2085 LRTP, and the design concept and scope included in the 2035 LRTP
are consistent with the Preferred Alternative.

Since the Final EIS, the STIP has been updated to the 2012-2020 STIP. The project is included
in this STIP as a NCTA project.

The most recent Mecklenburg-Union Thoroughfare Plan (2004) will be replaced by the
Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP), in accordance with NC General Statute 136-66.2. A
draft version of the CTP dated June 2013 is available. The Monroe Connector/Bypass is included
on the Highway Map of the Draft CTP as a recommended freeway (CRTPO Web site:
www.mumpo.org/plans-programs/comprehensive-transportation-plan).

Land use plans are discussed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIS and Section 1.3.1.3 of the Final EIS.
Several local governments have updated their land use plans and/or other planning documents
since the Final EIS. The Town of Fairview adopted a new land use plan in 2010 that added some
commercial nodes at major intersections in the project study area, but otherwise the updated
land use plans do not include major changes in the project study area. Changes in growth
expectations, land use, and zoning based on interviews with local planners were incorporated
into the updated quantitative assessment of indirect and cumulative effects, as summarized in
Section 4.5.

1.2.4 RoADWAY CONDITIONS AND OPERATIONS

Section 1.8 of the Draft EIS discusses roadway conditions and operations along existing US 74
within the project study area. There were no changes to this information in the Final EIS. Since
the Final EIS was published in May 2010, additional improvements have been implemented by
NCDOT along the existing US 74 corridor, including signal timing optimization, signal phasing
modification, increased turn lane storage lengths, and lane assignment modifications. These
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improvements, many of which implement the recommendations of the US 74 Corridor Study
(Stantec, July 2007), are discussed in Section 2.4.

Due to improvements along the US 74 corridor since the Final EIS was published, the previous
roadway conditions presented in Section 1.8 of the Draft EIS (and summarized in Section 1.1.2
and Section 1.1.8 of the Final EIS) have been updated to more accurately reflect existing
conditions. Updated information on existing and projected roadway conditions and operations is
presented in the following sections.

Existing US 74 Characteristics. US 74, also known as Independence Boulevard in
Mecklenburg County and Roosevelt Boulevard in Union County, is a four- to six-lane highway
within the project study area, with 27 at-grade signalized intersections, additional unsignalized
intersections, and numerous commercial and residential driveway connections. The traffic
signals are shown in Figure 1-1. The Final EIS reported 26 signalized intersections, but this
number has been updated to include a new signal at the entrance to the Poplin Place Shopping
Center (Wellness Boulevard) in Monroe. Traffic signal spacing ranges from less than % mile to a
maximum of 2% miles. The characteristics of US 74 discussed in Section 1.8.1 of the Draft EIS
remain valid, except for the changes described above.

The speed limits posted for US 74 within the project study area are shown in Table 1-1. Posted
speed limits were verified in May 2013, and there have been no changes since the Final EIS.

Travel Times Along the US 74 Corridor. Travel times are discussed in Section 1.8.2 of the
Draft EIS and summarized in the Final EIS based on the Existing and Year 2030 No-Build
Traffic Operations Technical Memorandum (PBS&J, March 2008). The Draft EIS and Final EIS
reported that, based on traffic simulation computer models (Sim Traffic), average travel speeds
in 2007 on US 74 in the project study area were estimated to range from approximately 20 mph
to 30 mph during the peak hour, and were expected to decline through 2030.

To account for improvements to the US 74 corridor since the Final EIS was published (see
Section 2.4 for a description of these improvements), FHWA and NCDOT collected new travel
time information to update travel performance along the existing corridor. The update includes
travel time runs conducted along the US 74 corridor in March 2013, and the use of a larger set of
traffic flow information available from INRIX, Inc. INRIX (www.inrix.com) is a company that
provides real-time, historical, and predictive traffic flow information based on blending real-time
road sensor data with real-time data points from GPS-enabled vehicles and mobile devices. The
results are described below.

The results of the travel time runs conducted along the corridor in March 2013 are documented
in the memorandum titled US 74 Corridor Travel Time Comparison (HNTB, October 2013),
which is incorporated by reference and available for review on the project website. For these
travel time runs, US 74 through the project study area was driven eastbound and westbound on
midweek days in March 2013 for the AM (6:30-9:00 AM), noon (11:30 AM-1:30 PM), and PM
(4:00-6:00 PM) peak periods. The travel time runs were conducted on midweek days (Tuesday-
Thursday) to represent average weekday traffic conditions since conditions on Mondays and
Fridays typically have higher variability. The travel time runs were conducted based on
standards published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers ITE) (Manual of
Transportation Engineering Studies, 204 Edition, November 2010) and FHWA (FHWA Travel
Time Data Collection Handbook, March 1998). Based on these field travel time runs, corridor
average travel speeds are approximately 40 mph eastbound and westbound during all three peak
periods.
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The March 2013 travel time runs were compared to INRIX data to determine if INRIX data could
be used to describe existing conditions for a broader set of time periods. INRIX data was
obtained for segments along the corridor for the same time periods as the field travel time runs
to provide for a direct comparison. Combining the corridor segment data, INRIX data results
show average travel speeds of approximately 44 mph eastbound and westbound during all three
peak periods. In comparison to the field travel time runs, INRIX data generally shows slightly
faster average travel speeds and slightly shorter average travel times. Therefore, average
speeds and travel times based on INRIX data are deemed reasonable to simulate existing
conditions, with the speeds reported in INRIX likely being equal to or slightly faster than actual
driver experience.

INRIX data was then obtained and analyzed for each midweek day for all of 2011, all of 2012,
and for August 2013. Based on a review of the data, the peak periods are lunch and evening
(PM) for eastbound travel on US 74, and morning (AM) and evening (PM) for westbound travel.

Table 1-2 presents the results for eastbound peak hour travel speeds compared to speed limits,
and Table 1-3 presents the results for westbound peak hour travel speeds. In order for the
speed limits to match up with the segment data provided by INRIX, a weighted average speed
limit had to be calculated for the posted speed limits between US 601 (Pageland Highway — the
easternmost intersection of US 74 and US 601 east of Monroe) and the easternmost segment
within the Marshville town limit. It should be noted that US 74 east of US 601 (Pageland
Highway) is where the corridor begins to transition to a more rural character and traffic volumes
are lower than the more urban/suburban segments of US 74 to the west that comprise the
majority of the corridor.

TABLE 1-2: Peak Hour Speeds Along US 74 Eastbound (2011, 2012, August 2013)

Weighted 2011 2012 August 2013
ADDrox Speed Avg Speed Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
pprox. Eastbound US 74 Segments p . Limit to Avg Speed Avg Speed Avg Speed
Length Limit
. (from west to east) Match INRIX (mph) (mph) (mph)
(miles) (mph) Segments
6 Lunch | PM | Lunch | PM | Lunch PM
(mph)
1-485 to
8.2 Fowler Secrest Road (SR 1754) 2> 2> 46 40 45 40 45 40
Fowler Secrest Road to
5.5 | US601(Pageland Hwy) 45 45 35 38 | 37 | 39 38 38
(easternmost intersection of US 74 and
US 601 east of Monroe)
3.0 US 601 (Pageland Hwy) to 55

east of Presson Road
0.2 Ea.st of Pre.ssor? R.oad to 45
Wingate City Limit

Wingate City Limit to

L4 1 0ld Highway 74 (SR 1740) 35
Old Highway 74 (SR 1740) to 46 47 46 48 47 49 48
0.7 45
Olde Country Lane
15 Olde Country Lane to 0.3 mile west 55
’ of Marshville Town Limit
0.3 0.3 miles west of Marshville Town 45
’ Limit to Marshville Town Limit
2.5 Within Marshville Town Limit 35
23.3 Corridor Weighted Average Speed (mph) 49 44 42 44 43 45 43
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TABLE 1-2: Peak Hour Speeds Along US 74 Eastbound (2011, 2012, August 2013)

Approx. Eastbound US 74 Segments Sr')et?d
Length (from west to east) Limit
(miles) (mph)

Comparison - Average Travel Speeds to Speed Limits

Weighted 2011 2012 August 2013
Avg Speed Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
Limit to Avg Speed Avg Speed Avg Speed
Match INRIX (mph) (mph) (mph)
Segments Lunch | PM | Lunch | PM | Lunch PM
(mph)

1-485 to Fowler Secrest Road (SR 1754) -9to-15 mph below speed limit
Fowler Secrest Road to US 601 (Pageland Hwy) -6 to -10 mph below speed limit
US 601 (Pageland Hwy) to within Marshville +3to O0mph  about/slightly above speed limit
OVERALL CORRIDOR -4 to -7 mph  below speed limit

Source: INRIX, Inc.

TABLE 1-3: Peak Hour Speeds Along US 74 Westbound (2011, 2012, August 2013)

Weighted 2011 2012 August 2013
ADDrox Speed Avg Speed Peak Hour Peak Hour Peak Hour
pprox. Eastbound US 74 Segments p . Limit to Avg Speed Avg Speed Avg Speed
Length Limit
. (from east to west) Match INRIX (mph) (mph) (mph)
(miles) (mph) Segments
& AM | PM | AM | PM | AM | PM
(mph)
2.5 Within Marshville Town Limit 35
0.3 0.3 miles west of Marshville Town 45
) Limit to Marshville Town Limit
15 Olde Country Lane to 0.3 mile west 55
) of Marshville Town Limit
0.7 Old Highway 74 (SR 1740) to 45
: Olde Country Lane 46 37 38 38 39 40 41
14 Wlngéte City Limit to 35
Old Highway 74 (SR 1740)
East of Presson Road to
0.2 Wingate City Limit 45
3.0 US 601 (Pageland Highway) to 55
) east of Presson Road
Fowler Secrest Road to
5.5 US 601 (Pageland Highway) 45 45 38 37 39 39 39 36
1-485 to
8.2 Fowler Secrest Road (SR 1754) >3 2> 38 43 41 a4 40 42
23.3 Corridor Weighted Average Speed (mph) 49 37 39 39 41 40 40
Comparison - Average Travel Speeds to Speed Limits ‘
Within Marshville to US 601 (Pageland Hwy) -5to -9 mph below speed limit
US 601 (Pageland Hwy) to Fowler Secrest Road -6 to -9 mph below speed limit
Fowler Secrest Road to 1-485 -11to-17 mph below speed limit
OVERALL CORRIDOR -8to-12mph  below speed limit

Source: INRIX, Inc.
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Table 1-2 and Table 1-3 show that the majority (60 percent) of the corridor (from I-485 to

US 601 (Pageland Highway — east of Monroe)) operates substantially below the posted speed
limits, both eastbound and westbound during all peak periods. For the portion of the corridor
east of US 601 (Pageland Highway), eastbound operates at or slightly above the weighted
average posted speed limit, while westbound operates at 5-9 mph below the posted speed limit.
All speeds are still below the desired 50 mph.

For the overall corridor (Marshville to I-485), the weighted average posted speed limit is 49 mph.
Eastbound US 74 weighted average travel speeds range from 42-45 mph (4-7 mph below
weighted average speed limit), and westbound US 74 weighted average travel speeds range from
37-41 mph (8-12 mph below weighted average speed limit).

INRIX data can be graphically illustrated using a software tool (Regional Integrated
Transportation Information System [RITIS]) from the University of Maryland’s Center for
Advanced Transportation Technology Lab (CATT Lab) (RITIS Web site: http://vpp.ritis.org).

Exhibits 1-1 through 1-4 are screenshots from the RITIS software tool that graphically
illustrate the August 2013 average operating speeds (in mph) summarized in Table 1-2 and
Table 1-3. Green lines in the exhibits correspond to speeds of 49 mph or greater. Yellow, red,
and orange colors designate slower operating speeds.

Exhibit 1-1: Average Operating Speeds for US 74 Eastbound (August 2013 Lunch Peak)

Avcrage Speed for US-74 Eastbound between Matthews Mint Hill Rd and NC-205/ Elm St
12:00 in Aug 2023 (every Tus, Wec and Thu)
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Exhibit 1-2: Average Operating Speeds for US 74 Eastbound (August 2013 PM Peak)

Averane speed for 1S-74 Fasthonnd hefween Marthews mint HHl Rd and NC-205/Flm St
17:00mn Aug 20132 (every Tue, Wed and Thua)
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Exhibit 1-3: Average Operating Speeds for US 74 Westbound (August 2013 AM Peak)

Average Speed for US-74 Westbound between NC-205/Elm St and Matthews Mint Hill Rd
08:00 in Aug 2013 (every Tue, Wed and Thu)
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Exhibit 1-4: Average Operating Speeds for US 74 Westbound (August 2013 PM Peak)

Average Speed for US-74 Westbound between NC-205/Elm St and Matthews Mint Hill Rd
17:00 in Aug 2012 (every Tue, Wed and Thu)
G2
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0-350 3=-s0l 40-45 45- 49 43 - 55 = E5

While intersection and corridor improvements along existing US 74 (Table 2-2) have been
beneficial, present day operating speeds are still substantially less than desirable. Adding lanes
to the current facility would likely have little impact on the operating speeds because the
frequent intersections and numerous driveway access points are two controlling features of the
facility that limit the ability to raise the posted and operating speeds. The FHWA Benefits of
Access Management Brochure (FHWA Web site:
http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/access_mgmt/docs/benefits_am_trifold.pdf) states that for every 10 driveway
access points per mile, the operating speed is decreased on average by 2.5 mph, up to a
maximum of a 10 mph reduction. The same brochure provides a table on the impact signal
spacing has on travel time, reproduced as Table 1-4.
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TABLE 1-4. Impact of Signal Spacing on Travel Time

Signals Per Mile Increase in Travel Time (%)
2 -
3 9
4 16
5 23
6 29
7 34
8 39

Source: FHWA Benefits of Access Management Brochure (FHWA Web site:
http://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/access_mgmt/docs/benefits_am_trifold.pdf)

In regards to driveway spacing, in the westbound direction, the corridor has four one-mile
segments with 10-19 driveways, and six one-mile segments with 20-29 driveways; having an
impact of an approximately 2.5 mph reduction and a 5.0 mph reduction in operating speeds on
those segments, respectively. In the eastbound direction, the corridor has nine one-mile
segments with 10-19 driveways, two one-mile segments with 20-29 driveways, and one one-mile
segment with 30-39 driveways; having an impact of an approximately 2.5 mph, a 5.0 mph, and a
7.5 mph reduction in operating speeds on those segments, respectively.

In regards to traffic signals, the two densest areas of traffic signals can be seen on Figure 1-1,
and are from Fowler Secrest Road east to Secrest Shortcut Road (3.5 traffic signals per mile),
and from Stafford Road just east of US 601 North to Campus Park Drive just west of US 601
South (3.7 traffic signals per mile). The impact of this spacing places an extra 9-16 percent
travel time on corridor users.

Increasing traffic volumes also will negatively impact operating speeds along existing US 74.
Since traffic volumes are projected to continue to increase through 2035, the average travel
speed along existing US 74 will decline as traffic volumes increase due to anticipated population
and employment growth in the region. Based on 2008 and 2035 No-Build traffic forecasts
(HNTB, March 2010), average volumes along the US 74 corridor are projected to increase
approximately 34 percent.

In conclusion, even with improvements implemented along US 74 since the Final EIS, average
travel speeds along the US 74 corridor are still below 50 mph. Conditions are not expected to
improve in the future as traffic volumes increase; therefore average travel times in 2035 are
expected to be longer and average travel speeds are expected to decrease compared to existing
conditions, supporting the need for the project.
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2. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

Section 2 summarizes the extensive multi-step alternatives development process carried out during the preparation of
the Draft EIS, additional analyses conducted and documented in the Final EIS as a result of public and agency
comment, and updates and analyses conducted after the Final EIS. This section consolidates information from the
Draft EIS, Final EIS, and technical reports developed during the course of project studies. DSA D remains the Preferred
Alternative, as noted in Section 2.6 and discussed in Section 3 of this Draft Supplemental Final EIS.

2.1 ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING

The NCDOT followed an alternatives screening process for the Monroe Connector/Bypass, and
incorporated additional comparative and detailed analyses as part of the Final EIS and after the
Final EIS, including those following comments received from the public and resource agencies. A
typical alternatives screening process for a transportation project starts with an initial qualitative
screening of a large number of alternatives. Further screenings refine the remaining alternatives
and implement progressively more detailed qualitative and quantitative evaluation criteria.

As defined in the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials’ (AASHTO)
Defining the Purpose and Need and Determining the Range of Alternatives for Transportation
Projects — Practitioner’s Handbook (August 2007), the term “alternatives screening” is commonly
used to refer to the process for reviewing a range of preliminary alternatives or concepts and
deciding which ones to carry forward for detailed study. The primary function of an alternatives
screening process is to determine reasonableness as a means of separating the unreasonable
alternatives (which can be eliminated without detailed study) from reasonable alternatives that
must be carried forward for detailed study. As was the circumstances of the Monroe
Connector/Bypass, if there are many reasonable alternatives, the screening process also can be used
as the basis for defining a range that represents the full spectrum of reasonable alternatives.

The development and evaluation of alternatives for determination of the Detailed Study Alternatives
(DSA) included in the Draft EIS is documented in detail in the Alternatives Development and
Analysis Report (PBS&J, April 2008), and further studies of existing US 74 are documented in the
Upgrade Existing US 74 Alternatives Study (HNTB, April 2009), incorporated by reference and
available on the project Web site (www.ncdot.gov/projects/monroeconnector/). Additional studies of
improving existing US 74 conducted after the Final EIS are documented in the US 74 Corridor
Analysis Scenarios (HNTB, December 2010). This Draft Supplemental FEIS summarizes results of
that work.

The following subsections summarize the process used to identify the Detailed Study Alternatives in
the Draft EIS (Section 2.2); additional analyses conducted and included in the Final EIS as a result
of public and agency comment (Section 2.3); and updates and analyses conducted after the Final
EIS (Section 2.4). The majority of the public comments received on alternatives are related to the
alternative analysis, including comments received after the Final EIS, and many of these comments
are related to the alternatives for upgrading existing US 74. The history of the evaluation of the
Improve Existing US 74 Alternative also is summarized in a table in Appendix B. Section 2.5
summarizes a review of traffic forecasts and operations analyses for the Build Alternatives. Finally,
Section 2.6 provides a conclusion regarding the entire extensive alternatives development and
evaluation process. The entire alternatives development process is depicted in the flow chart in
Figure 2-1a-b at the end of this section. Appendix B includes figures showing the alternative
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corridors for Upgrade Existing US 74 Alternatives and New Location Alternatives referenced in
Figure 2-1a-b.

2.2 ALTERNATIVES SCREENING FOR THE DRAFT EIS

2.2.1 PROCESS OVERVIEW AND SCREENING RESULTS

Screening Process

Exhibit 2-1 broadly depicts the overall alternatives evaluation process used to develop the Detailed
Study Alternatives included in the Draft EIS, and the time frame for the screenings. The chart
simplifies the extensive screening procedure used for the Monroe Connector/Bypass, involving
several levels of study and analysis to narrow down a reasonable set of alternatives for detailed
study in the Draft EIS. As the chart shows, the initial screening was conducted in three steps.

EXHIBIT 2-1. Alternatives Evaluation Process for the Monroe Connector/Bypass

Monroe Connector/Bypass
Alternatives Screening Process

Define range of Alternative Concepts.

Qualitative First Screening
Determine if Alternative Concepts meet the

2007 2007 2007

project’s purpose and need. ~
Quantitative Third Screening
| . Calculate impacts to the human and
™ Py natural environments for the Preliminary
Develop Preliminary Corridor Segments. £ § Study Alternatives. Identify
y. o Detailed Study Alternatives (DSAs)
'I based on design considerations,
~\ impacts, and agency/public input.
@ Qualitative Second Screening [
-E ™ Compare Preliminary Corridor Segments and
bX5l  eliminate those which are unreasonable, Comparative Analysis of DSAs
& impractical, or have higher impacts. g 2] Develop functional engineering designs for
S b~ the DSAs, estimate project costs, and
I evaluate environmental impacts in Draft EIS.
h >
Combine remaining Preliminary Corridor
Segments to form endpoint-to-endpoint

September
2007

Preliminary Study Alternatives

1st Qualitative Screening — evaluated the ability of an alternative concept to meet the project’s
purpose and need based on the established screening criteria. The 15t Qualitative Screening
evaluated the range of alternative concepts suggested in the FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A
(1987) that should be considered when determining reasonable alternatives. These are:

e  No-Build or No-Action Alternative

e Transportation Demand Management Alternative
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e Transportation System Management Alternative
¢ Mass Transit and Multi-Modal Alternatives
e Build Alternatives, including Upgrading Existing Roadways and New Location Alternatives

The following three evaluation criteria were based on the purpose and need and applied to the
analysis of each alternative concept:

e Does the alternative address the need to enhance mobility and increase capacity in the US 74
corridor?

o Is the alternative consistent with the NC Strategic Highway Corridor program and the
NC Intrastate System (i.e. does it allow for high-speed regional travel)?

e Does the alternative maintain access to properties along existing US 74?
2nd Qualitative Screening — compared Preliminary Corridor Segments on new location and along

existing US 74 and other roadways, and eliminated those which were determined unreasonable,
impractical, and/or had higher impacts.

3rd Quantitative Screening — calculated and compared impacts to the human and natural
environments for the Preliminary Study Alternatives and identified the Detailed Study Alternatives
based on design considerations, impacts, and agency/public input.

Public and Agency Input

The public and local, state, and federal environmental resource and regulatory agencies were
involved throughout the project development process. Numerous opportunities for involvement were
provided to solicit and obtain input and comment, beginning at the initial development of the
project’s purpose and need, and continuing through the determination of the range of reasonable
alternatives for detailed study (and beyond). Comments were accepted at any time, with formal
opportunities provided at milestones in the process. The plan to involve the public and agencies in
the process is included in the Section 6002 Project Coordination Plan (October 2007) for the project
and summarized in Section 2 and Section 9 of the Draft EIS.

Agencies were involved in the technical process of both purpose and need and alternatives
development and screening via monthly agency coordination meetings (Turnpike/Environmental
Agency Coordination, or TEAC, meetings). Input from agencies was requested as the screening
criteria were developed and refined. At the TEAC meetings, NCDOT requested and received
agreement from participating agencies on vital elements of the project’s purpose and need and
subsequent alternatives development and detailed study alternatives identification.

In June 2007, over 25,000 newsletters were distributed to solicit public involvement beginning early
in the process. The purpose and need for the project was presented at Citizens Informational
Workshops held on June 25 and 26, 2007. There was agreement on existing and future need, and
strong support of the project purpose by the public!. Following support of the project purpose and
need, project alternatives were then presented to both the public and agencies, as documented in
Section 2 of the Draft EIS.

! Per the Summary of the Citizens Informational Workshop Comment Forms (July 2007), over 90% of respondents
agreed with the proposed project purposes of 1) improving mobility 2) providing high-speed regional travel, and 3)
maintaining property access.
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Tolling

Tolling was a consideration in the alternatives development process beginning with the 2nd
Qualitative Screening. However, as discussed below, the tolling aspect of the project had no
influence on the concepts identified for detailed study and little influence on the roadway
preliminary design.

In the 1st Qualitative Screening, which evaluated alternative concepts’ abilities to meet purpose and
need, tolling was not a consideration. Non-toll alternatives considered included upgrading existing
US 74 by widening, upgrading existing US 74 to a Superstreet design, TSM Alternatives, and TDM
Alternatives. Mass Transit/Multi-Modal Alternatives (the mass transit component likely would
include user fees) also were considered. These were eliminated from detailed study for reasons
unrelated to the ability to toll.

Concepts that passed through the 1st Qualitative Screening were Improve Existing US 74
(controlled-access highway), New Location Roadway (controlled-access highway), and New
Location/Improve Existing Roadways Hybrid (controlled-access highway). These concepts were
determined to be the only ones that could meet the project’s purpose and need (either tolled or non-
tolled).

As discussed in Section 2.3.2.5 of the Draft EIS, the NCTA determined that the Monroe
Connector/Bypass is financially feasible with the collection of tolls. In the Charlotte Regional
Transportation Planning Organization’s (CRTPO’s) 2035 LRTP, tolling has been identified as a
funding source for this project. Using tolls, the NCDOT can provide the funding needed to construct
the project many years earlier than with traditional funding sources. Using tolls as a funding
mechanism for construction and maintenance allows needed capacity to be added when budget
shortfalls would otherwise prevent or delay completion of critical projects.

In the 2nd Qualitative Screening, tolling was considered in the design of the Preliminary Corridor
Segments. All alternative concepts that made it through the first qualitative screening to the second
qualitative screening are concepts that could involve tolling in their designs. The FHWA
memorandum titled NEPA Analysis of Toll Roads (October 2004) states that an MPO may identify
toll revenues as a funding source for a highway in its transportation plan when all other public funds
are committed for other projects and not available (as is the case for the Monroe Connector/Bypass).
The memo goes on to say that the NEPA document for such projects does not need to consider non-
toll alternatives since the planning process demonstrated that these alternatives are not
economically feasible.

State law prohibits tolling of existing roadways and requires a free alternate route (NCGS 136-
89.197). To accommodate this, constructing the project along an existing roadway corridor would
require frontage roads to provide the free alternate route. However, as part of the purpose and need
criteria for the project, there is a need to maintain access to existing properties along existing US 74,
so frontage roads would be needed for the Upgrade Existing US 74 Alternatives under either a toll or
non-toll scenario to provide property access. Also, as discussed in Draft EIS Section 2.5.1.3, there
are minimal differences between a roadway design with and without an electronic toll collection
(ETC) system as proposed with this project.

Results of Alternatives Screening in Draft EIS

1st Qualitative Screening — Concepts eliminated in the 1st Qualitative Screening were the TSM
concept, the mass transit/multi-modal concept, and transportation demand management concepts
(measures such as carpooling, telecommuting, and shifting work schedules to off peak hours). The
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results revealed that only a controlled-access highway type facility (either on new location or an
upgrade of existing roadways, or combination of new location and upgrade existing) would fulfill the
identified needs and meet the purpose of the project.

The reasons for the conclusions are detailed in the Alternatives Development and Analysis Report
(PBS&dJ, April 2008) and Section 2.2.2 of the Draft EIS. These conclusions were reviewed and
remain valid.

The No-Build (or No-Action) alternative served as the baseline comparison for the design year
(2035). This alternative assumes that the transportation systems for Union and Mecklenburg
Counties would evolve as currently planned in the MUMPO 2030 Long Range Transportation Plan,
but without major improvements to the existing US 74 corridor from near 1-485 to between the
towns of Wingate and Marshville. Since the Draft EIS, the MUMPO 2035 LRTP has been released;
however, the 2035 LRTP does not include any additional projects within the project area that would
change the conclusions presented in the Draft EIS regarding the No-Build Alternative.

2nd Qualitative Screening — Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS summarizes the 2nd Qualitative Screening.
The 2rd Qualitative Screening consisted of a series of assessment steps to determine which
Preliminary Corridor Segments to include in the 3rd Quantitative Screening. This 2nd screening
included four steps:

1. Establish a project study area to develop Preliminary Corridor Segments.

This study area was reevaluated for this Draft Supplemental Final EIS and remains
valid.

2. Assess Individual Preliminary Corridor Segments

e Preliminary Corridor Segments include new location corridors and corridors along
existing roadways (including existing US 74 and a corridor south of existing US 74).
These are shown in Appendix B.

e Segment eliminated if it had likely substantial impacts to the natural and/or human
environment.

e Segment carried forward if it provided a route where no other similar options existed
and/or if additional information and evaluation were needed to determine if the
Preliminary Corridor Segment would be viable and reasonable.

3. Assess and Compare Relative Preliminary Corridor Segments

e This evaluation focused on four areas where several options existed to provide the
same route. These four areas are shown in Figure 2-4a-e of the Draft EIS.

e Segments were eliminated that had greater impacts to the natural and/or human
environment compared to other corridor segments in the same area that provided a
similar function.

4. Consolidate Corridor Segments into Preliminary Study Alternatives (shown in Appendix B)

The 2rd Qualitative Screening resulted in the elimination of ten corridor segments and consolidation
of several others (see Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIS for the Preliminary Corridor Segments that passed
through to the evaluation in the 3*d Quantitative Screening).

3rd Quantitative Screening - The Preliminary Corridor Segments retained after the 2rd Qualitative
Screening were combined to form 25 Preliminary Study Alternatives (PSAs). The purpose of the 3rd
screening was to identify those Preliminary Study Alternatives that should be carried forward for
detailed study in the Draft EIS. Sixteen DSAs were identified, as discussed in Section 2.2.2.
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For the PSAs, design criteria and conceptual alignments were developed within the 1,000-foot
co